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jnore practical approach, to the benefit 
0f those whose main focus is on the 
here and now. Yet even here, while one 
can sympathise with the main con­
clusion that "administrative com­
plexity (is) a major persistent obstacle 
to service improvement", the example 
used to illustrate the point, the Home 
and Community Care (HACC) Pro­
gram, is not used as fairly or accurate­
ly nor, it has to be said, as convincingly 
as it might have been.
In their final summation, the authors 
agree that neither economic liberalism 
(nor neo-marxism—which enters on 
the penultimate page, having not fea­
tured earlier) has the ability to provide 
solutions to the problems of die wel­
fare state in late 20th century 
Australia. All three approaches are 
criticised because they allow "people 
(to) reproduce their own political 
positions against those of others; they 
do not tell us a great deal about what 
the state actually does, where or with 
whom, or even where the state is". In 
contrast, the authors prefer a 
framework which acknowledges that 
the welfare state is both more complex 
and less predictable than either of 
these approaches allow.
That is hardly news to any serious 
student of the subject. If we apply the 
authors' criteria for criticising the 
three main existing approaches to 
their own work, it too seems to be 
seriously lacking. This is a pity given 
the importance of the subject matter 
that they have addressed. A coherent 
and comprehensive account of the 
development of the Australian wel­
fare state and defence of its perfor­
mance on both social and economic 
grounds remains to be written.
PETER SAUNDERS is the head of the 
Social Policy Research Centre at the 
University of New South Wales.
Called to Account
Accounting for the Humanities
by Ian Hunter, Denise Meredyth, 
Bruce Smith and Geoff Stokes. (In­
stitute for Cultural Policy Studies, 
Griffith University, 1991.) 
Reviewed by Simon Marginson.
Last October, after four years of 
brawling about the 
government's higher education 
policies, federal Minister for 
Higher Education Peter 
Baldwin said that the micro- 
economic reforms of the Daw­
kins era had resulted in "a 
significant loosening of central 
controls over higher education 
institutions".
But the government's main critics in 
humanities and the humanistic so- 
S*al sciences remained stony-faced, 
deregulation of overseas student fees 
and funding in the form of block 
fronts might have met the needs of 
University managers, but the 
humanities continued to be "the one 
j**6 of implacable refusal and resis- 
^ ce " . As Ian Hunter puts it
To the Government's proposal to 
gear higher education to social and 
economic needs and purposes the
humanities academy replies that it is 
the custodian of a goal whose com­
pleteness and universality identifies 
it with the absolute end of humanity 
as such—the culture of the 'whole' 
person and the disinterested pursuit 
of knowledge.
While the government pictures 
universities as "legitimate objects of 
overnment intervention", 
umanities academics are at pains to 
argue that liberal education cannot be 
reduced to vocational training or 
government calculation.By its nature 
it must remain autonomous and "ul­
timately accountable".
Accounting for the Humanities is con­
cerned with the collision between 
these two incompatible discourses of 
the government and the humanities— 
a collision in which their "mutual in­
comprehension is matched only by 
their internal coherence". Both views, 
the authors argue, are seriously defi­
cient and the opposition between 
them is misleading in itself.
This is by far the best Australian pub- 
lication on this debate. It 
demonstrates that the traditional 
defences of the humanities are built on 
shifting sands—but so are the 
government's objectives. Ian Hunter 
argues that the attempt to align educa­
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tion with the needs of die economy 
faces serious technical difficulties, and 
the connection between "technologi­
cal and production-oriented educa­
tion in the universities" and national 
economic performance, is by no 
means clear.
Further, the attempt to monitor, calcu­
late and develop the efficiency and 
productivity of higher education runs 
into a number of obstacles: "the dis­
persed and highly ramified character 
of the higher education network", 
with its myriad activities, programs, 
professions, interest groups, institu­
tions; the statutory autonomy of 
universities; the internal goals of 
humanities disciplines (critical intel­
lect, aesthetic sensibility, and so on) 
which are difficult to translate into 
government objectives; and the "sheer 
contingency" of the new administra­
tive systems—the problems of design- 
ing successful managerial 
mechanisms and securing sufficient 
consent.
However, the main fire is directed 
against the traditional defences of the 
humanities. The authors are sceptical 
of all grand claims about the cul­
tivated individual or the disinterested 
pursuit of truth, and locate the 
humanities firmly in a practical and 
historical context.
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We find that even the forms of what is 
now defended as liberal education, far 
from being a timeless truth inherited 
from the ancient Greeks and the 12th 
century University of Bologna, are 
comparatively recent The 'rounded' 
or the 'cultivated' individual—sup­
posedly the object of the humanities— 
is "a highly specialised cultural 
artefact" whose purpose is itself voca­
tional.
At different times the humanities have 
been implicated in a wide range of 
social activities: the development of 
social leaders, the formation of the 
professions, the civilisation of the 
masses. Following Foucault, the 
authors see the humanities as central 
to the extension of techniques of 
government during the last two cen­
turies—for example, in constituting a 
teacher service and in shaping much 
of the core public service.
The polarity between government and 
academy conceals this complex inter­
action between the humanities and the 
objectives of government. Rounded 
personalities are useful personnel, 
and instrumental thought can be so­
cially critical. Thus we find that even 
these opposing discourses can accom­
modate each other.
The stress on the govern­
ment/academy polarity has its 
problems. It is often said that the most 
useful form of graduate is the broadly 
educated, well rounded individual 
supposedly produced by the 
humanities departments. Hunter 
mentions this daim, but does not deal 
with it, because his fluent article has 
been ordered on the basis of the 
polarity he condemns. But this is a 
very common defence of the 
humanities and should have been 
given more attention.
The chapters by Bruce Smith, Denise 
Meredyth and Ian Hunter which con­
tain extensive historical material are 
very good indeed; there is much 
which cannot be adequately discussed 
here—for example, Smith on the foun­
dation of the colonial universities and 
Meredyth on the 30-year history of the 
university tutorial. (Ironically, the 
tutorial emerged at the end of the 
1950s in order to cope with teaching a 
broader range of students in the 
newly-expanding universities. 
Another wave of expansion, and the 
resulting resource strains, now appear 
likely to destroy it, just when it is 
needed the most.)
Meredyth also addresses two com­
mon and opposing characterisations 
of humanities faculties: that they serve 
to reproduce sodal privilege, and that 
they are points of democratic access to 
education (for example for mature age 
women). Not surprisingly, she finds 
that neither generalisation holds 
water and identifies "more diverse 
and contingent patterns of partidpa- 
tion and calculations of equity".
The authors are interested in "exchan­
ges" between government and univer­
sity rather than markets and 
university. I would have liked to see 
more discussion of the effects of 
market economic systems in the 
"porous shell" of the university, al­
luded to only briefly at the end of 
Hunter's chapter. The debate between 
government and humanities is an old 
one but the market influences are new 
and dynamic. For example, in the 
period of Dawkins' Education Minis­
try the number of fee-paying overseas 
students in higher education in­
creased from 622 to 20,219.
What is the usefulness of the analysis 
in the development of political
strategies? This was not the authors' 
project, but it is always a question 
worth asking. The book implies that 
'economic rationalism' is impossible 
as well as undesirable; that is, it is 
impossible to subordinate the univer­
sities to the dictates of a single abstrac­
tion. It also makes it clear that it is not 
enough to rely on the 'immanent logic' 
(the internal rationale) of academic 
disdplines in order to defend them 
outside the universities. (Hunter 
makes the telling point that the or­
thodox defence of the humanities 
sounds unconvincing predsely be­
cause it is "divorced from the 
knowledge formed inside the dis­
ciplines that compose the 
humanities", yet depends for its ra­
tionale on their unconditional accep­
tance.)
The authors appear to have adopted 
Weber's view that the social sdences 
cannot judge between competing so­
dal ends, but they can darify the de­
pendence of these sodal ends on two 
elements; the means or sodal tech­
nologies by which these ends are pur­
sued, and the ultim ate ethical 
commitments on which they rest. The 
distinction between ethics and tech­
nologies (while recognising their 
inter-dependence) has advantages. 
What is not so dear in this work is the 
place of ethics within the authors' own 
schema, and the identity of their 
values, their own standpoint
Following Foucault, Hunter defines 
politics as the sdence of governance— 
technologies of supervision and 
regulation, forms of calculation, and 
so on—plus electoral politics. Hunter 
argues there is a two-way street here: 
sdences are themselves based in ethi­
cal presuppositions, while value posi­
tions are a product of the exerdse of 
sdence (and in some sense, a post hoc 
justification of the technologies con­
cerned). This notion of a redprocal 
relationship between technologies 
and ethics is plausible. My concern is 
that the analysis in the book tends to 
be lop-sided: too much weight falls on 
the methods of governance and too 
little on the question of values. Why 
do governments govern? Sometimes 
one gets the impression that the tech­
nologies simply drive the values.
Further, in this framework it is not 
dear where we can fit a discussion of 
conflicting interests. And if politics is 
limited to the realm of methods of
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government, plus parties and elec­
tions (the authors are not altogether 
dear on the point) then our political 
options are relatively narrow.
Hunter says that just as there is no 
single point of sovereign will or 
universal state, so there is no single 
point of resistance and "a general 
'oppositional' politics is unintel­
ligible". That is right, and it is neces­
sary to establish multiple points of 
political intervention based on work­
ing out how things mesh together. But 
politics, including radical politics, is 
more fluid and informal than Account­
ing for the Humanities suggests. These 
linkages are conducted through the 
medium of political discourses 
which—while often rightly dismissed 
as essentialist—are nonetheless impli­
cated in real activity and material ef­
fects.
Scepticism is very valuable, but more 
generally so in intellectual life than in
Eolitics. There comes a time in political fe when it is necessary to put aside 
doubt and uncertainty to pursue a par­
ticular course of action. In the end you 
are faced with the question about posi­
tive action: 'well what would you do,
then? What would you put in its 
place?'
Perhaps this shows that some separa­
tion of ethics and technologies can be 
useful. But it also highlights the need 
to subject the 'technologies' of govern­
ment, those means of classifying and 
controlling us, to the closest ethical 
scrutiny, so that the machinery of 
government does not dictate all of our 
political choices.
SIMON MARGINSON works in the 
Centre for the Study of Higher 
Education at Melbourne University.
The Last Decadent
Panegyric, by Guy Debord (Verso, 
79pp). Reviewed by McKenzie 
Wark.
The situationists were an odd 
lot; in revolt against both art and 
politics, they refused to com­
promise with either. Guy 
Debord ruthlessly expelled 
anyone who showed signs of 
compromise, and in the end ex­
pelled himself as well. Yet for 
all that he will be remembered 
for some time to come for his 
incendiary tract The Society of the 
Spectacle, a crystal clear 
hegelian-marxist analysis of the 
spectacular form of capitalist 
society. Everyone from Baudril- 
l r̂d to the Sex Pistols have 
dipped into it, yet few have 
fathomed this strange and her­
metic book. It is the last great 
classic of western marxism.
^hat always made Debord's writings 
80 powerful was that, like classical 
Marxist tracts, they came right out of 
*eft field. Debord was not an academic, 
J°t an artist, not a political function­
ary. None of the compromises each of 
jhese careers entails mar his writing, 
errors, so to speak, are all his.
^ebord imagines Panegyric as the first 
°»ume of his autobiography. It is a
strange book, owing more to De 
Quince/s Confessions than to any­
thing else. It is at once learned and 
arrogant, revealing and obscure. Like 
De Quincey, Debord writes with ab­
solute self-assurance. In a discussion 
of the various statements under oath 
he has made in various police stations, 
he concludes "So then I here declare 
that my answers to the police should 
not be included later in my collected 
works, because of scruples about the 
form and even though I signed the 
veracious content without embarrass­
ment".
Without the solidity of an institution 
like a party or a university to lean on, 
Debord has only himself. 'There is 
nothing more natural than to consider 
everything as starting from oneself, 
chosen as the centre of the world; one 
finds oneself thus capable of con­
demning the world without even 
wanting to hear its deceitful chatter." 
Which is exactly what Debord in life, 
as much as in his writing, does: "I am 
the only one who's (sic) life is true to 
his works."
Debord is the last of the great French 
decadents. The spirit of Baudelaire, 
Rimbaud, Lautremont, Cravan is still 
alive in him. Baudelaire and De Quin­
cey make the city the great theme, 
Rimbaud gives writing its desire to 
change life, while Lautremont gives it 
its extremism of style. Cravan is the 
spirit of pure provocation, and this
Debord gives a political twist. He 
picked up and played with the 
rhetoric of revolution like a child play­
ing with fire. He and the situationists 
discovered what becomes of the lan­
guage of revolution in a spectacular or, 
as we would say today postmodern, 
society. Debord knew, long before it 
was fashionable, what betrayals of 
revolutionary language were being 
carried out under its banner. His was 
always a revolt against the betrayal of 
the formerly powerful rhetoric of 
revolution as much as anything else.
Debord was ahead of his time in 
grasping the spectacular or, as one 
might say today simulated, nature of 
public discourse. Yet he is also a relic 
of the past, a great poet of the streets 
from a time when the streets were still 
the place of insurrection. "One cannot 
go into exile in a unified world," he 
mourns. The Paris of the 1960s has 
been 'Hausmannised' again, its spaces 
rearranged to preserve it from revolu­
tion, and this time by a socialist 
government. Yet as Debord mutters 
darkly to himself, "All revolutions go 
down in history, yet history does not 
fill up; the rivers of revolution return 
from whence they came, to flow 
again."
McKENZIE WARK writes for The 
Australian's Higher Education 
Supplement.
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